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(U) PREFACE

The Center for Planning and Reearch, Inc. and Science Applications,

Inc. are performing a joint 3tudy of Soviet nuclear targeting strategy

against NATO under contracts Lo DNA. This paper cepresent a draft final

report on the first phase of that research. Ili report is presented in

expanded outline form, generally following the briefing that has been prepared

to preseat the findings of the project thus far.

This interim report draws upon prior research ard on three papers on

Soviet concepts of deterrence and patterns of force development prepared

for DNA in support of the review of U.S. strategic targeting strategy an6

requlirements being conducted by Mr Leon Slosq, Pireeor Targeting Policy

Review. It is restricte.1 to materials classified no higher than SECRET. The

final report will Include special intelligence i:,formation and will be

classified accordingly.

Table 1 surwarizes the principal elements in the joint program.
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(U) While a comnprehensive but discrimninate attack with selected minhnmum

yields clearly is the preferred Soviet op.ioi there ate some indications of

a higher yield, less discriminate option. if the latter cxIsts, the choice

would be up to the top Soviet political leaders, presumably depending upon

the scenario.

Pages 7 throUqh 9 were
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1.2 (U) Suimaary

This is part of a Joint study by the Center for Planning and

Research, (CPR) and Science Applications, :nc. (SAT). The findings

presented above pertain to these areas of the study performed by LPR.

Results of the SAT investigation are published separately and a joint

report is being prepared. 'he scope of the joint study is sumnarized

in the following tasks:

" Analyize evolution of Soviet trageting btrategy and objectives

" Collect all available evidence on specific targets, yields,
damage objectives, assets at risk at targets

* Collect and collate Soviet data on weapons effects and damage
criteria

" Investigate Soviet rationale for selection of height-of-burst
and aim point

* Estimate Soviet damage expectancy

" Validate exercises by Soviet criteria and estimated damage
expectancy

* Determine Soviet viev of NATO as target array and reconstruct
size and characteristics of Soviet strategic missile forces
targeted on NATO area

• Determine responsiveness of Soviet strategic NATO target array

* Plan laydown on NATO target array by Soviet strategic missile
forces according to Soviet criteria and damage expectancy

, Compare the laydown required to meet Soviet criteria and
objectives with the laydown implied by intelligence communlty !
estimates of Soviet strategic missile yields

" Evaluate the compatability of the alternative laydowns v th
Soviet objectives in a nuclear war with NATO I

II
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II EVOLUTION Or SOVIET WUCL2AR TARGETING STRATEGY (U)

2.1 Origin of Soviet Nuclear W,apon and Missile Prolame (U)

(U) When President Truman informed Stalin of the atomic bomb at Posteam,

Stalin feigned disinterest but expressed the hope that the U.S. would use

the new weapon to good effect on the Japanese. /  In fact, Stalin had been [
quite famililiar with nuclear weapons for sone time. The following milestones

in the early Soviet nuclear weapons program ar- taken from cne article*

describing how the Central Committee (CC) of the Communist Party makes policy

on weapons system acquisition:-

0 Nuclear physics "work" began on a "wide front" in the 1930s.

* By the beginning of WW II Academicians A.F. loffe, I.V.

Kurchatov and L.D. Landau, their students and "other

outstanding Soviet scientists and egineers had outlined

the main directions in the resolution of the nuclear

problem".

* The German attack stopped the program. Major laboratories

in Kharkov and Leningrad were lost or evacuated. Kurchatov

and a great number of his co-workers were put to work on

"anti-mine defense of ships". 4

e Kurchatov was put back in charge at the end of 1942. "At

his command, scientists were recalled from the Army and other

military as. gnments, from blockaded Leningrad and places of

occupation.'

(U) * Much additional materi is available on this subject -- see 2/

11 %
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0 At the beginning of 1943 a CC decision directed Kurchatov

to organize "a new scientific establishment designated

for research on the uranium problem" in Moscow. "Scientists

and engineers of Zhe most varied specialities were attracted

to research in the field of the creation of nuclear weapons."

0 After Nagasaki and Hiroshima "the Party Central Committee

outlined the primary state task -- to eliminate in the

shortest period of time the monopoly of the United States

in nuclear weapons..."

* To coordinate and direct the scientists, engineers and

industrial plants the Soviets had "a specially created

government organ" headed by B.L. Vannikov assisted by

A.P. Zavenyagin. V.A. Malyshev, M.G. Pervukhin and Ye P.

Sla-isky.

* Development of nuclear propulsion systems for ships and

submarines was carried on "simultaneously" with the

development of nuclear weapons.

(U) The Party also claims to have forseen the ballistic missile as t.e

delivery vehicle of the future and taken the necessary decisions to

transform foresight into fact:3
/

"At the same time with crcatioa of nuclear weapons, the most

effective means of their delivery to targets was being sought.

The Party Central Committee opportunaly defined the significance

of rocket weapons and took measures for their development and

improvement."

....
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In addition to the developm,-nt of nuclear weapons and ballistic mIssiles,

the "Party Central Committee ensured the development of native radio

electronics and automation. jet aviation, radio navigation, means of long

range communication" .4/
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2.2 Origin of Soviet Nuclear Targeting Strateg (

(U) As the Soviets were developing the new weapons they also were thinking

about how to use them. Soviet nuclear targeting strategy was formul-ted around

1950, quite possibly prior to the detonation of the first Soviet nuclear jevice

in 1949, for Soviet Long Range Aviation which constituted the principai means of

nuclear delivery until missiles began to be deployed in large numbers at the

end of the 1950s. As far as can be dettrmined, the Soviet choice of targets and

targeting priorities ha; changed little, if at all, since the initial formulation

of the strategy.

(U) The principal targets in approx~mate order of priority are as follows:-

" :uclaar delivery systems, weapons stocks, and associated C3

0 Other military targets

* Politico-Administrat've centers

Industry, transport and communications

(U) This listing of targets appears to be conon to all Soviet sources:

classified and unclassified literature, other intelligence sources. General

agreement appears to ,xist on first priority for the enemy's nuclear delivery

systems, weapons stocks, i:sociated C3 and nuclear weapons fabrication

facilities. Various sourL:s may appear to differ on the relative priority of

the other target catcgorle;, but most sources indicate that all categories

-"- will be struck simultaneou,'y. Targeting strategy and priorities are assentially

the same for strategic and operational - tactical units except that the latter

include more troop units z .d other military targets in the forward area.

% .
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(U) Hlow far the list of politico-administativ.- cter. 4y extend IS not

at all clear; it may be narrow or extensive and may vaiy 4trording to

decisions of the Soviet political ead.-rshfp. Spcfiilatin of transpu'Lt.

commiunications and Industrial facilitics to be hit is a cobt equally vague-.

Coverage of these target classes also may vary depe~nding upon political and

other considerations. Such variations are discussed in subsequent sections of

this report.

(U) hisclasifiatio prceedd tt, eplomen of issles n slos

Prsmbyfelso isl slswudb casfe s

Groued omogneos -lare nmberof lemntsranoml

disprsed uniorml lowvulnrabiity
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(U) In 199 Miltar Strteg wa ioiae for w .the .Frunze' prze but

in

I/

a -

(U) In 1969, Mitlitary Strategy' was ,ominated for the Frunze prize, but

may not have gotten it. No announcement w.,, made of the Frunze prize winner

that year, so one cannot be sure that it wa" not awarded to Military Strate.-!gY'5/

If the latter was not awarded the prize ii -969, othvr factors may have

contributed or even doainated the decision. However, even a pale reflection

of the 1960-61 debate, with all the "gut" Issues involved, might have been

enough to deny the prize to Sokolovskly an'! his collaborators. It is perhaps

noteworthy that re'erences to Military StrateZ In articles in lMilitarv Thought

during the 1960s were notably cool and non-corcmitta1. Since the book appears I
to a model of orthodoxy in other respects (after the Red Navy was restored in

the second edition) and since it has few peers anywhere in scope ane

sophistication, the commentators in Military Thought must have had some reason

to be put off.
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III SOVIET STRATEGIC NUCLEAR MISSILE TAR(ETINr OF NATO (U)

3.1 _ert' " .nd Approach (U)

(U) Having examined Soviet strategic nuclear targeting strategy and

objectives, the question of how Soviet planners might plan an attack on

NATO can be addressed. Because of time constraints, the following analysis

is confined to Soviet strategic missile forces, primarily the SRF. To the

Soviet strategic nuclear pianner NATO constitutes three of the five or six

theaters of military operations (TVDs)* in which Soviet strategic forces --

IR/MRBKs and ICMs of the Strategic Rocket Forces (SRF), SLBMs of the Red

Navy and medium and heavy bombers of Long Range Aviation -- (LRA) will

attack fixed targets with nuclear weppons. The other TVDs are one or two

Ir Central Asia and the Far East and, finally, what the Soviets refer to

as "transoceanic TVD", the United States -- including U.S. bases in the

Anerican hemispher% and in ocean.c Lreas.

(U) To Soviet planners, strategic nuclear operations apply to all these

theaters, hence MRBms 2re as "strategic" as ICB's and medium bombers are as

"strategic" as heavy bombers. In the past, when faced with a choice, the

Soviets have given first priority to development, production and deployarint

of strategic delivery systems for operations In the Eurasian TVfDs, first

with medium bombers In the mid 1950s and then with IR/.MBMs ii the lace

1950s and early 1960s. During about the first nine years of Its existence

(1960-1968) the Commander in Chief of Strategic Rocket forces ha! more

IR/?IRBMs then ICBM under his commvand. Similarly, the LRA always as consisted

mostly of medium bombers.

(U) * This acronym is a transliteration of the cyrillic letters rather than the
English translation (TMO).

47
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(U) Three politico-military objectives and fall out considerations

determine Soviet strategic target in the NATO TVDs. The three objectives

are:

0 To destroy NATO nuclear delivery systems and weapons stocks,

air defense, other fixed military inst llations, and some

portion of industry, transport and communications facilities

in the initial nuclear preemptive strike or exchange.

* To defeat and disarm remaining NATO forces and to occupy

Europe after the initial exchanges.

* To draw upon NATO resources to assist Soviet recovery from

U.S. nuclear attacks.

(U) Fallout considerations affect not only occupying troops but also,

given the prevailing Westerlies, Eastern Europe and the USSR as well.

(U) Soviet strategic nuclear forces, primarily SRF missiles with some

portion of the SLBM force backed up by the LRA and most of the SLBMs as

secure reserves, are considered by the Soviets to be the decisive component

of their forces for achieving their war plan goals in the NATO TVDs. As

was previously noted, in addition to paving the way for the combined arms -~

Ground Forces, Frontal and Transport Aviation, Navy elements -- offensive

into EuropL by destroying esscntial fixed targets, Soviet strategic nuclear

forces are required to continue to support combined arms operations with

%'" nuclear strikes during the two to hree week war the Soviets expect to follow
%" the initial exchcnge. 0

(U) While preemption on wnrninj is the preferred Soviet option, Soviet

planning places equal emphasis on eing able to accomplish their objectives

after absorbing a large U.S. nuclear attack6
-
/ Hence Soviet strategic forces

4 must be able to destroy the NATO fKed strategic target array in either a

preemptive or second strike scenar;i. To minimiz, their losses in the latter

scenario, the SRIF adopted launth-ot-warning in the mid-1960s.
6 6 /

p
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(U) The Soviets not only plan to march their armies into Europe as they

defeat NATO forces, but also plan to use European resources to aid the USSR

in recovering from the U.S. attack on the USSR. The Soviets also expect

Europe to recover with a Soviet type politico-economic order. It behooves

Soviet nucle c strike planners, therefore, to consider carefully the total

megatonage to be laid down in attacking the NATO target array in order to

reduce hazards to the occupying forces, preserve European economic assets,

and reduce fallout in Eastern Europe and the USSR.

(U) In view of these considerations, the approach taken to planning

Soviet strategic nuclear missile attacks on NATO was as follows:

Determine the Soviet view of the size, composition and

characteristics of the NATO target array.

* Determine the size and characteristics of the Soviet strategic

missile force assign,-d to \ATO targets.

& Select the yields required to achieve Soviet damage criteria

and damage expectancy, avoid "overkill" in accordance with

Soviet objectives and practices established in the prior

analys s.

0 Use Soviet planning factors to cnlculate the number of strikes

required on various target classes and for the NATO target

array as a whole.

* Investigate the correlation, if any, between the size of the

Soviet strategic missile forces assigned to the NATO TVDs and

the size and characteristics of the NATO target array, given

Soviet strike requirements.

0 Utilize changes in Soviet strategic missile forces and force

modernization to achieve Soviet damage criteria and expectancy

with a minimum total laydown (in megatons).

. Evaluate the implications of the aimulated Soviet strategic

missile attack on the NATO target array in the context of Soviet

politico-millitary objectives in a war with NATO.

%
* 49
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and capabilities of the Soviet str.a.eg.ic missile forces cosigned to target,.

in the NATO TVDs.
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3.4 SOVIET STRATEGIC MISSILE FORCES ASSIGNED TO NATO TARCETS (U)

(U) To destroy NATO fixed targ ets and support Front operations the

Soviets have fielded a mix of IR/RB's, SLBts and ICBMs. These missile

forces appear to have been highly responsive to the NATO target array In

the context of the basic Soviet plan to fight and win a nuclear war with

NATO, and to preserve European assets to assist Soviet reco~ery. Essentially,

Soviet strategic missile forces deplyed to strike NA70 targets have been

sized according to the nurter of NATO tarpets, restructured in response to

changes in the vulnerabil ty of the target array, and modernized to improve

effectiven -ss while reducing collateral damage. The later aspect reduces r

hazards to Soviet occupation forces and increases the economic benefits to

be derived from occupation. Soviet strategic missile forces also appear

to have been designed to be relatively insensitive to the scenario -- either

preimptive (on warning) or second strike (wit', or wilthout lcunch-cn-'arnzing).

.9€

q (U) C nversely. m)t of the SS-11, SE-17 and Ss-1q lCbMs deployed in 1:1.4 fieldo

have the r;j kbIitv to attack NATO targets. Some ICBR.' prolabiv at - targercd
on China,. tto lr Last arod St-itheast Asia as s'tll. The assunrt ion etc is
that orgavizatonal affiliation indlft-t.. the general geographic le. .;tion of
the £ri:'.'rv target assigned to the rissiles.

58
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DEVIATION OF STRATEGIC WARHEAD INVENTORY

(U) After 1975 the number of warheads increases rapidly as the SS-20s

are deployed. The lower limit provides four SS-20 missiles, three warheads

each, per launcher and assumes that the fifth SS-20 round to be procured

(per launcher) is for training purposes. The upper limit assumes that the

fifth round Is on operarional one -- additional missiles will be procured

for training purposes.

(U) Throughout the period the SL!Ms are additive to the lower llmlL

but the number assigned to operations against NATO cannot be estimated

with precision and confidence. The rough estimate used here is to assign

all SS-N-5 missiles to NATO throughout the time frame shtvn and to add

2 - 4 Y and U class boats in the late 1970s.

61
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(U) * In the vsid-1970s, the Soviets began replacing the Mod I

SS-11 missiles In the RBM fields with the much more accurate

MOD-2 (1,100 m at full range) SS-l and the SS-19 ICBM (490 m

at full range). Such rapid repliacemnt of one weapons

systc with another is unprecendented for the Soviets who

..never throw anything away". suggesting some important objective

such as taking advantage of the greater acctiracy of the later

model missiles to increase effectiveness while reducing

ccllaterial dzmage. All such replacement of Ik/.0_BMs by

ICBMs, of course, reduced the vulnerability of Soviet strategic

missile forces.*

(1) Given the deployed Soviet forces and their characteristics, the rext

Step is to cram..ine the Soviet view of th.ir strike requir.ments against the

various tl'pes of targets to b, attacked with strategic missiles in the NATO TVIs.

3.5 SoV'et Strategic Hissile Strike Req iremrents Against NATO (U)

(U) The pr.'ceding two sections presented the Soviet view of the NATO

target array and the Soviet strategic missile forces deployed against NATO

It was noted that the changes in the composition of the Soviet strategic

rissile forces appeared to be responsive to changes in the NATO target arre..

Soviet requirements for the number of strategic missile strikes on the NATO'

target array can be derived from classified and unclassified literature and

other sensitive Intelligence sourceG. Inferences nlso cun be drawn from thE

relationship between the force inventory and the number of targets.

(L) It is possible that the Soviets had planned to replace all, or most, of

their IR/.FB,. with ICB.s but the SALT ceilings on ICBM launchers preclude(
this option. Thcy then developed and dcployed the SS-20 a; the primary repl-cement
system for the SS-4 and SS-5.

64
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(U) Prcvidinp muitiplC srrkes on targets apparently is oil. reason why

the Sovict buy several refires per launcher -- up to four rounds for the 1
SS-20. A second reason for this practice is to reduce the sensitivity of

the forcP to th ,cerjrlo. If sore of the launchers are destruyd by enemy

strikes the tnrgets can 'L. rv, slgncd to Surviving ]aunchcr- with their

re-tire rounds. As has been noted, preemption is the preferred Soviet option

but they cannot oe ass;ured of it and have not optLrizvd their forces for

tb• the reeriptlve or r.taliatory type sceniric.

I-i

'ii

Pace 66 was Deleted.

L,..

-A' kJ



(U) In addition to strike~s against fixed rargets, a nomilnal 200

strikes are provided for SRF support of oprations by four Fron~ts In the

three NATO TV.~
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3.6 Ratinn.e, for "requirencnts" L1ayownI (U)

(U) There are several reasons for concluding that Soviet strati Ic

missilec strike on NATO would be restricted to the few hundred MT re.,uired

to meet their damage objectives rather than the several thousand roe .Ltons

which the force theoretically is capab v of delivering. Iliene reasotis
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were listMd as factors affecting calculation of the required laydown but

ay be reviewed at this point. First, occupation of Europe will bt

haxatdous enough with the required laydovn by strategic missile force.,

plus wca;,ons delivered by the LRA, (Soviet) operational tatical minviles,

nuclr.ir artillery and Frontal Avidtion, and those em~ployed by NATO.

Secotd, although analysis of collateral damge to NATO was beyonJ th.

scope of this Atudy, there obvicusly Is a vast difference betwe,.n the.

collateral damage that would be inflicted by a laydown of a few hundred

MT and one of several thousand mr on the same set of selected military

aid indubtrial targets. With the required laydovn Eutroean economic

assets would be %vallable to asaist Soviet recovery and to provide the

ecooo mi b.ds for the new political order that the Soviets would impowe.

Third. nmuh less fallout would reach Eastern Europe and the , tio. a

laydoni li-nlt4-J to what is required as cor-pared to a gruss overkill Attack.II
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